Using a recently compiled dataset on migration and remittances in Ghana, this paper estimates the determinants of an individual"s likelihood to be an internal migrant and the relationship between internal migration and welfare. We find that the likelihood to migrate is determined by a combination of individual (pull) and community-level (push) characteristics. The probability of migration is higher for younger and more educated individuals, but communities with higher levels of literacy, higher rates of subsidized medical care, and better access to water and sanitation are less likely to produce migrants. We find that households with migrants tend to be better off than similar households without migrants, even after controlling for the fact that households with migrants are a non-random sample of Ghanaians. However, the positive relationship is only true for households with at least one migrant in urban areas; the welfare of households with migrants exclusively in rural areas is no different from households without any migrants.
Introduction
Migration is very common in Ghana, with at least one migrant in more than 43 percent of all households in 2005/06. Studies of migration in Ghana-exploring its patterns, determinants, and impacts on welfare and poverty-date back to the 1960s. Early contributions by Beals et al (1976) and Caldwell (1968) , relying on census and survey data, respectively, found a negative effect of origin locality"s income on ruralurban migration (Beals et al, 1976) , but a positive effect of a household"s own income on the probability to migrate (Caldwell, 1968) . Other important determinants of the likelihood to migrate noted by Caldwell (1968) include presence of friends or relatives in the destination locality, i.e., migration networks (also observed by Tutu, 1995) , gender, with males more likely to migrate than females, age, with younger persons more likely to migrate (also confirmed by Tutu, 1995) , and household size, with larger households with producing a greater number of migrants. The findings regarding the relationship between education and the probability to migrate have been conflicting, with Beals et al (1976) estimating a negative relationship while Caldwell (1968) reported a positive association. Furthermore, drawing on the 1991 Migration Research Study, Gbortsu (1995) reports that the share of migrants with formal education exceeds the share of non-migrants only for tertiary degrees and above.
With regard to the impact of internal migration on household income and consumption, Tutu (1995) -drawing on the 1991 Ghana Migration Survey-found that the migration-induced decline in household labor supply tended to be compensated by the extra effort put forth by the remaining household members, such that 52 percent of households interviewed reported no loss in short-run household output and no expected decrease in the long-run output. Drawing on the same dataset, Asante (1995) highlighted the importance of remittances sent by migrants in the urban areas to the rural origin communities in raising the welfare of households sending migrants and narrowing the welfare gap between rural and urban communities.
More recently, econometric efforts at establishing a relationship between migration and household welfare generally found that migration tends to increase the welfare of sending households. Using data from the 1991/92 and 1998/99 rounds of the Ghana Living Standards Survey (GLSS), Litchfield and Waddington (2003) found that migrants have a higher standard of living than non-migrants. However, the migration premium halved between 1991/92 and 1998/99 and the difference was not statistically significant when the analysis was expanded to non-monetary welfare indicators. Furthermore, Litchfield and Waddington (2003) found no significant difference in the probability of being poor between migrants and non-migrants.
While the Litchfield and Waddington (2003) study did not control for the selection bias in the migration decision, studies by Tsegai (2005) and Boakye-Yiadom (2008) took explicit account of the non-random selection of migrants. Tsegai (2005) found that incomes of migrant households are higher than those of otherwise comparable nonmigrant households, but the coverage of his study was limited to the Volta Basin. Boakye-Yiadom (2008) , using data from the 1998/99 round of GLSS (GLLS 4), found that, although some rural-urban migrants experienced welfare losses, on average, ruralurban migration significantly enhanced the welfare of internal migrants. This paper adds to the Ghana migration literature summarized above by offering a novel empirical assessment of the characteristics of Ghanaian migrants, the determinants of migration, and its impact on household welfare by drawing on a recently-assembled, nationally-representative sample of Ghanaian households. The main finding of the paper is that migration is a response to opportunities available to individuals and constraints faced by communities: the incentive to migrate is greatest for more educated individuals from communities with reduced access to education and health services. Households with migrants are better off than households without migrants, but only if the households send migrants to urban areas and are in turn more likely to receive remittances and in larger amounts.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the dataset and provides some descriptive statistics on Ghanaian migrants, Section 3 presents an analysis of migration determinants, Section 4 assesses the impact of migration on welfare, and Section 5 concludes.
Profile of Ghanaian migrants
The analysis in this paper is undertaken with a nationally-representative sample of 4,000 Ghanaian households, taken from the 8,687 households which participated in the 2005/06 round of Ghana Living Standards Survey (GLSS 5). 13 households were dropped due to insufficient data, resulting in the final sample of 3,987 households. The survey was administered from September 2005 to September 2006, and the migration and remittances module contained 36 questions about the identity and characteristics of migrants, as well as the amount, frequency, and use of remittances sent back by these migrants. Combining the migration and remittances module with the general GLSS5 survey, it is possible to identify three types of individuals in the data (see Figure 1 for contributions of each group to the population):
 Non-migrants: individuals who were present at the time of the survey and who, if ever away from the household, came back more than five years ago and have not left the household since that time. For these individuals, information is available only from the general part of the survey.  Return migrants: individuals who were away from the household for some time in the last five years but have since returned to the household. For return migrants, information is available both from the migration and remittance module (e.g., duration of migration, amount of remittances sent, education and occupation before migration, etc.) as well as from the general part of the survey (because they were interviewed for the general survey as any other household member). However, it is not guaranteed that the return migrant him/herself answered the questions in the migration and remittances module.
 Current migrants: individuals who were away from the household at the time of the survey. For current migrants, the only information available is that recalled by the interviewed remaining household members because the current migrants themselves were never interviewed. It is possible that these current migrants were interviewed by GLSS staff while in their destination communities, but even if so, they would not be captured as migrants in this dataset. 1 1 This represents a major qualification to the findings of this paper, as the second-hand information relayed by remaining household members may be incomplete, inaccurate, or out-of-date. The reliance on remaining More than 80 percent of Ghanaian migrants stay in Ghana and among them, 70 percent go to urban areas.
2 The latter is a higher share than reported by previous studies but consistent with the overall pattern in the literature which showed increasing attractiveness of urban areas as migrant destinations over time (Ghana Statistical Service 2000) , (Batse 1995) . The greater Accra and Ashanti regions attract more than half of all internal migrants and migrants make up a substantial share of the population in these regions.
3 Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Tutu 1995), the southern regions of Ghana-Western, Central, Eastern, greater Accra, Volta, and Ashanti-are the destinations for 88 percent of all internal migrants, while the Northern and the two Upper regions together account for only 5 percent of the total (Figure 2, top left) .
The same southern regions account for 70 percent of the country"s population, and migrants have become prominent members of the population in these localities. In Ashanti and Western regions, migrants account for more than 10 percent of the region"s population, while more than 18 percent of the population in Accra is accounted for by migrants (Figure 2 , bottom left). If the sample is restricted to individuals 15 years of age or older, these shares rise even more, with 26 percent of the population in Accra and 24 percent of the population in the Ashanti region accounted for by migrants.
More than two-thirds of internal migrants come from the relatively better off southern regions (Ashanti, Central, Eastern, and greater Accra). Although the common perception in Ghana is that a large number of migrants come from the North, the Upper East, Upper West, and Northern regions account for only 10 percent of all internal migrants (Figure 2 , top right). This, combined with the fact that most migrants tend to stay within their own region, suggests that the costs of moving-both direct travel costs and the costs of locating and joining a migrant network-represent important barriers to labor mobility in Ghana.
4 This is also consistent with previous evidence which points to distance as a strong deterrent to internal migration in Ghana (Beals, Levy and Moses 1967) , (Caldwell 1968) .
Even after taking population size into account, northern regions produce migrants at a much lower rate than southern regions. Migrants in the Upper East and Northern regions make up just 3 percent of their populations, while Upper West has a somewhat higher household members for information on migrants also implies that migration of entire households is not captured in the data, although qualitative studies indicate that such migration patterns are very rare (Participatory Development Associates 2009). 2 It is important to note that the urban or rural classification of migrant"s destination is reported by households, whereas the urban/rural classification of origin communities is done by survey administrators (Ghana Statistical Service). Therefore, the two definitions may not always be consistent. 3 The discussion in this and the following paragraphs on migrant destinations must be heavily qualified due to data limitations. The interviewed families knew the location of the migrant only in 61 percent of all cases, and there is a substantial regional variation underlying that average. However, there is no clear regional pattern in the knowledge of the migrant"s location. Across the three agro-ecological zones, the location of the migrant was known 60 percent of the time in the coastal zone, 63 percent of the time in the forest zone, and 56 percent of the time in the savannah. The likelihood of knowing a migrant"s location also does not appear to be correlated with welfare: there is no clear pattern in knowing the location across welfare deciles, although households in the two bottom deciles are the most likely to know the location of their migrant members. 4 Migration networks in Ghana have been found to be a significant determinant of the likelihood of receiving remittances (Adams, Cuecuecha and Page 2008) , which is one way of measuring success of migration. migration rate of 8 percent (Figure 2 , bottom right). However, this is much lower than the double-digit migration rates of the Volta, Central, and Ashanti regions. This suggests that internal migration in Ghana, whether in relative or absolute terms, is primarily a southern region phenomenon. These results are at odds with the commonly held views of Ghanaian migration, which posit that migrants mostly come from the north of Ghana and settle in the south.
Even though migrants tend to come from more urbanized regions, within these regions most migrants originate from rural areas. While 64 percent of the Ghanaian population is rural, 75 percent of migrants come from rural areas. Coming from a rural area also increases the chances that the migrant will go to a rural area, although urban destinations always dominate in absolute terms. Among migrants from rural areas, 33 percent go to another rural location, while less than 17 percent of migrants from urban areas do go to a rural area.
5 This pattern is similar for both men and women, with no substantial differences.
On average, households with migrants have 2 members currently away, but the distribution is highly skewed to the right with the median of 1 and the maximum of 13. The more migrants a household has, the more likely these migrants are to stay away longer and go to urban areas-pointing to the existence and importance of migrant networks. Compared to the average migration duration of 8 years for the entire sample, migrants from households with more than two migrants tend to be away for 9 years, and migrants from household with five or more migrants stay away an average of 10 years. Similarly, the likelihood that a migrant ends up in an urban area increases from 67 percent for households with one or two migrants to 71 percent for households with three or four migrants to 79 percent when five or more household members are away.
Compared to Ghanaians who never migrated, internal migrants are substantially younger, more likely to be male, and less educated. In most cases, differences between current and return migrants with respect to their age, gender, and educational attainments are not significant, and even when they are, these differences are not meaningfully large. However, the same differences between migrants and non-migrants are much more pronounced (Table 1) . Consistent with existing evidence (Caldwell 1968) , migrants are much more likely to be male: the male-to-female ratio for non-migrants 15 years of age or older of is 0.88 vs. 1.20 for migrants. On average, migrants are five years younger than non-migrants-consistent with evidence in (Caldwell 1968) and (Tutu 1995 )-and they are significantly more likely to stop their education after completing primary school, rather than continuing on to secondary and tertiary degrees (Table 1) . 6 The primary motivation for Ghanaian migrants is to find work, primarily in the manufacturing sector or in sales, with education and marriage a distant second and third. Taking both return and current migrants into account, working or looking for work is the main reason for migration for more than 47 percent of all migrants. When only migrants 15 years of age or older are taken into account, this share rises to 49 percent. Education as the primary motivation for migration accounts for another 16.5 percent of all migrants, while migrating for/due to marriage counts for an additional 12 percent (18 percent when only those 15 and older are considered).
Only 36 percent of migrants send remittances. This low "remittance success" ratio suggests that most households probably overestimate the likelihood that a migrant will remit and the potential gain to household welfare from migration. It could be that some of the non-remitting migrants simply have not had an opportunity to find employment that allows them to earn enough to be able to remit or must first pay back the loan they received to enable them to migrate, but reducing the sample to migrants who have been away for at least two (or three or four) years hardly changes the share for current migrants.
7 However, migrants in the south of Ghana are much more likely to remit and remit much more on per capita terms than migrants in the north of Ghana. Therefore, it appears that the southern regions are much more effective at attracting migrants who are relatively more successful at remitting, be it due to the qualities of the migrants themselves and/or to the larger set of opportunities offered by these regions.
When migrants do send remittances, they contribute nearly 11 percent to total household income. There is also a significant positive relationship between household welfare and the amount of remittances received (Figure 3 ), which shows that poorer households are less "effective" at producing migrants who are able to make a larger contribution to household welfare.
Determinants of the migration decision
This section estimates an individual"s likelihood to migrate as a function of a combination of his or her personal characteristics as well as the characteristics of their household, community, and region. Define the probability of migration as follows:
(1) = 1 X = * > 0 X = > −X X = Φ X = Φ(β 0 + X 1 β 1 + X 2 β 2 + X 3 β 3 + X 4 β 4 )
where is the 0-1 outcome with 1 corresponding to an individual being a current internal migrant and 0 corresponding to a non-migrant or an internal return migrant, * is the latent variable modeled under linear model assumptions, ~(0,1) with Φ as the normal cdf, and X 1 − X 4 correspond to sets of individual, households, community, and regional characteristics, respectively. 8 The model is estimated with a weighted probit corrected for survey design. The estimation sample is restricted to Ghanaians 15 years of age or older who are not international migrants, and the coefficients are shown as marginal changes in the probability of migration for continuous variables and the discrete change in the probability for dummy variables. The first set of estimates (column 1 of Table 2 ) contains the full set of characteristics (X 1 − X 4 ) described above. The second set of estimates (column 2 of Table 2 ) controls for endogeneity of some regressors by leaving only exogenous variables on the right-hand side (X 1 , X 3 , X 4 ). Model (3) is a minor elaboration on specification (2).
Person"s age, civil status, and educational attainment are important determinants of the migration decision, while gender is not. The age profile of internal migrants is upward-sloping, but it increases at a decreasing rate. The probability of being a migrant rises until a person turns 36 years old, and decreases thereafter.
10 Somewhat at odds with the previous literature which found that unmarried are more likely to migrate (Tutu 1995) , the current estimates indicate a positive association between being a migrant and being married. However, despite there being more male migrants than female, gender does not appear to be a significant predictor of the probability to migrate once other factors are taken into account. The relationship between education and the likelihood to migrate is also somewhat different than implied by a simple tabulation. Even though, as shown in Table 1 , migrants have lower educational attainment on average, higher educational attainment is correlated with increased probability to migrate once other controls are added to the equation. Taking some classes at the secondary level leads to a roughly the same probability of being a migrant as only completing primary, but completing secondary or tertiary education significantly raise the probability of migrating. These results are in line with existing studies of the relationship between education and migration in Ghana, which found a positive but non-linear association between the two (Caldwell 1968; Gbortsu 1995) .
Important household-level determinants of migration include the gender, age, and education level of household head, male-to-female, youth, and elderly dependency ratios, home ownership, and household size. Individuals are more likely to migrate if the head of the household is female and if the head is younger. However, the direction of causality is not clear here: both the age and the gender finding could be explained by the "real" head leaving to become a migrant and the spouse becoming the new household head. At the same time, it is true that households headed by widows-in which case the female headship is exogenous-tend to send more migrants than other households, suggesting that the causality is not always reversed. Migrants are less likely to come from households with a more educated head, which may serve as a proxy for opportunities available to the migrant at home: the more educated the head, the better-off the household, which reduces the economic incentives to migrate. Even if headship is endogenous, the education link may still be valid since education is likely to be similar within a family and among household members, the more educated are more likely to migrate (based on individual determinants above).
Migrants are less likely to come from households who own their homes, but it could also be that migrant"s families are more likely to be able to purchase or build a home using remittance income. The ratio of males to females in the household and household size (including the migrant) are positively correlated with the likelihood of migration: both are likely an indicator of household-level labor abundance. In line with other studies, the under-15 dependency ratio is negatively correlated with the probability to migrate, which reflects the need of parents and other family members to help with raising the children (see Tutu 1995) . On the other hand, the over-65 dependency ratio is positively correlated with the likelihood to migrate. In contrast to the needs of young children, the needs of the elderly are more likely to be financial and thus encourage migration. In addition, the "availability" of grandparents to help raise the children may enable the parents to become migrants.
Community-level variables have been added to the selection model to estimate the importance of push factors in motivating migration in Ghana. Because community-level variables are common to migrants and non-migrants alike, their impact on the migration outcome can be interpreted as a "push" factor of migration. Another way to see these variables as push factors is to note that they, unlike individual characteristics such as age, education, and experience, are unlikely to influence migrant earnings in the destination region and therefore cannot provide the "pull" of an expectation of higher wages. The community-level variables in Table 2 have been constructed using the literacy (lit_clusH), health insurance coverage (pay_clusH), and access to water (wtr_clusH) and sanitation (sni_clusH) outcome indicators from the full GLSS5 sample.
11 All of them have been calculated as excluded means, i.e. the community average excluding the household for which the mean is calculated, to remove the influence of the household on the average. Furthermore, although the indicators measure outcomes rather than access to services, a link between these outcomes and community service provision has been established using the rural community survey module of GLSS5. In particular, the presence of a literacy program has been confirmed as an important determinant of community literacy rates, and the primary source of water in the community is a statistically significant determinant of the average level of access to an improved water source.
Communities with higher levels of literacy, higher rates of subsidized medical care, and better access to water and sanitation are less likely to produce migrants. In all specifications, the literacy and health variables are significant and correctly signed, indicating that lack of access to these services increases the likelihood of migration. The average level of education in a community is also a potentially important determinant of migration, but community education and literacy are highly collinear in the GLSS data and only one variable is a significant determinant of migration when both are present. Access to improved drinking water sources and improved sanitation facilities in the origin communities is correctly signed but insignificant, but only because availability of these services is highly correlated with community literacy and health outturns. If the latter variables are removed from the regression (column 3 of Table 2 ), both the water and sanitation variables become significant. Interestingly, once these community-level characteristics are controlled for, the rural dummy is no longer significant in explaining the likelihood of migration. Another potentially important community variable for determining migration-distance to nearest market-was not significant in any of the specifications, but this could be because this variable was only available for rural communities.
Regional-level variables also matter for determining the likelihood to migrate. The coefficients on the regional dummy variables largely line up with Figure 2 . Because the distribution of ethnic groups in Ghana closely follows the regional borders, the regional effects can to a large extent also be interpreted as the migration impact of membership in an ethnic group. In fact, once regional effects are controlled for, the ethnic dummies are largely insignificant.
12 As before, the significance of regional variables in determining the likelihood of an individual"s decision to migrate confirms that push factors, along with pull factors, play an important role in shaping the pattern of internal migration in Ghana.
A key concern with the results presented so far is the potential endogeneity of the explanatory variables. Many of these concerns have already been mentioned in the discussion of individual model coefficients, such as the endogeneity of the age, gender, and education of the head. Similar reasoning can be applied to the male-female ratio, household size, and the number of dependents; in fact, any household-level variable measured after the migrant has been away for some time is likely to be affected by the migrant"s absence. The same concerns do not apply, however, to the characteristics of the migrant him/herself because the household was asked to characterize the migrant before he or she left the household. Therefore, individual-level determinants are exogenous to the migration decision. Regional dummies are clearly exogenous as well, and the community-level variables are unlikely to be endogenous as they cannot be affected by the actions of the migrant for whom they are measured (recall they are calculated as excluded means). Still, to confirm the exogeneity of the community variables, they have been instrumented by the average education of the previous/older generation in the community, with results confirming that, for each variable, estimating a two-stage IV probit is inefficient relative to the single-stage estimates assuming exogeneity.
13
The results of estimating an "exogenous-only" model do not differ qualitatively from the earlier discussion. Because no suitable instruments could be found for householdlevel characteristics, all these variables were dropped when estimating an "exogenous" model. However, as shown by the results in column (2) of Table 2 , all of the variables common across specifications retain their significance and sign, and the estimated coefficients are reasonably close in value.
These findings indicate that migration is an individual response to the inequality of opportunities in Ghana, with disadvantaged communities more likely to produce migrants. According to estimates in Table 2 , internal migrants in Ghana are "the best of the worst": the younger and more educated exit the more disadvantaged communities. The relative importance of push and pull factors at the regional level is shown in Figure  5 , which decomposes the latent variable * of the estimated probability to migrate (based on coefficient estimates of column 2 in Table 2 ) into contributions from individual pull factors -from education and other individual determinants (age, gender, and marital 12 Conversely, for a couple of ethnic groups the ethnic dummies are significant, but the regional dummies where these groups dominate become insignificant. 13 The endogeneity tests confirmed that the correlation between the error terms in the first and second stage was insignificantly different from zero. Tests were done separately for each community variable, instrumenting each with education of mother and father of the household head, calculated as the excluded mean at the community level. Before testing for endogeneity, each community variable was regressed on the instruments to confirm that the instruments explain a significant portion of the variation in the dependent variable. With the exception of health insurance coverage, the adjusted R 2 in these regressions was between 21 and 47 percent. status) -and community and regional push factors (access to community services and regional dummies), evaluated at the mean of each region. The figure shows that, for migrants from the relatively disadvantaged northern regions, the educational pull factors are less important than for migrants from other regions. At the same time, the community push factors contribute more to an individual"s probability to migrate if that person is from the north of Ghana. 
Migration and household welfare
A household is likely to send a migrant when the expected value of the migrant"s remittances exceeds that individual"s net contribution to household welfare prior to migration. With perfect foresight, migration would always be welfare-enhancing: that is, a household would only send a migrant if the value of that migrant"s marginal product net of his or her consumption is less than the received remittances. However, because received remittances can vary greatly from expected remittances, the ex post impact of migration on welfare may be positive or negative.
The impact of migration on welfare and poverty depends primarily on the likelihood, amount, and frequency of remittances sent back to the household by the migrant. Although there may be other channels through which migration affects poverty-reduced population pressure, increase in the average skill levels in the origin communities if migrants enhance their human capital while away-migration has an impact on welfare and poverty primarily through remittances. 15 In Ghana, however, the relationship between migration and remittances is complex, as documented in the existing literature (Adams, Cuecuecha and Page 2008) .
Just 62 percent of Ghanaian households with migrants receive remittances; moreover, 49 percent of households who do not report having any migrants also receive remittances. Therefore, one can identify four distinct categories of Ghanaian households: those without any migrants or remittance income, those with migrants but no remittance income, those with migrants and remittance income, and those without any migrants but receiving remittances (Figure 4 ). The figure shows that among the four categories, households with migrants but no remittances are the worst off, as they bear the costs of lost earnings of household member(s) without the benefit of remittance income. However, among households with no migrants, those without remittances are in fact better off than those who receive remittances, suggesting that for the latter households remittances may be a result of greater needs.
Define the household welfare function as follows:
(2) = β 0 + X 1 β 1 + X 2 β 2 + δm i + ϵ i
where is the log of household expenditure per adult equivalent (the same metric used to calculate the poverty incidence), X 1 is a set of household-level characteristics, X 2 is a set of regional dummies, and m i is a dummy variable equal to 1 when the household contains at least one migrant and 0 otherwise. The parameter δ in equation (2) can be estimated by OLS without bias only if households with migrants are a random sample of all Ghanaian households. If that is not the case, the migration "premium" for household welfare is correctly estimated with a two-stage treatment effects estimator as follows:
where is the correlation term between the error terms of the first and second stage equations, is the standard error of the outcome (second stage) regression, and the set of Z explanatory variables of the selection equation m = 1 Z = Φ Z includes the full set of X characteristics as well as the migration rate at the district level-calculated as excluded mean for each household in the sample-which is the identifying variable in the first stage.
The regression results, shown in Table 3 , are obtained with a two stage treatment effects estimator described above: the first stage (not shown) estimates the likelihood that a household has at least one migrant with a probit and the second stage uses these estimates to adjust for the selection bias. The statistical significance of the ρ coefficient measures the extent of the selection bias; because the estimates of ρ in Table 3 are significantly different from zero, the equation cannot be consistently estimated with OLS.
The relationship between household welfare and the control variables is consistent with other studies. Household welfare is higher when the head is younger, more educated, and self-employed, but is not significantly related to the gender of the head or his/her marital status. Having a larger household and a higher ration of children under 15 to overall household size (dep_child) is negatively associated with household welfare. Living in an urban area, owning a home, and owning land of greater value (lland) are all positive correlates of higher welfare, while farm ownership and welfare are negatively correlated. Even after controlling for all these characteristics, welfare exhibits a persistent regional bias, with per capita welfare in Upper East and Upper West regions significantly lower than in and around Accra. These results are consistent with other studies of determinants of household welfare in Ghana (Adams, Cuecuecha and Page 2008) .
Households with at least one migrant have higher per capita welfare. Even after controlling for all other characteristics relevant to welfare, the dummy variable for a household having at least one internal migrant is positive and statistically significant. The estimated coefficient suggests that households with at least one migrant have an average per capita welfare which is 103 percent above the per capita welfare of households with no migrants. 16 Because the estimates are not obtained with panel data, these results do not prove that sending migrants increases household welfare as pre-migration welfare is not observed. However, to the extent that the set of right-hand side variables provides a fairly exhaustive list of other welfare determinants-and the selection bias is taken into account via a treatment effects estimator-the estimates in column (1) make a strong case for a positive relationship between migration and welfare.
Additional estimates suggest that the type of migration matters for welfare: the positive migration-welfare link is driven entirely by households with at least one migrant in an urban area. Column (2) of Table 3 shows the results of estimating a treatment effects model where the treated variable is a household with at least one urban migrant. The estimated coefficient implies that households with urban migrants are more than 86 percent better off than other households in the sample. On the contrary, the estimates for households with only rural migrants in column (3) show that the impact of migration on welfare, although positive, is insignificantly different from zero.
Having at least one migrant in an urban area substantially enhances the likelihood that the sending household will receive remittances, while having only rural migrants does not have a significant impact. Columns (1)- (3) of Table 4 show the results of estimating the likelihood that a household will receive remittances as a function of the same characteristics determining household welfare. The estimates indicate that, all else being equal, households headed by males are less likely to receive remittances, which is consistent with anecdotal evidence that migrants are more likely to remit to femaleheaded households because women tend to use remittances in a more productive manner (e.g., spending on children rather than alcohol and/or tobacco). Larger households and those with more educated heads are less likely to receive remittances, while the youth dependency ratio does not appear to have a significant impact. Home ownership has a strong negative correlation with the probability of receiving remittances, while farm ownership has a significant positive association. Both of these are consistent with the migrant profile and the determinants of migration discussed in the earlier sections. Neither self-employment nor the value of land holdings significantly determine the likelihood to receive remittances, but urban households are less likely to receive them. Most importantly, having an internal migrant significantly enhances the probability that a household will receive remittances (column 1), but this result is driven entirely by urban migrants. Column (3) shows that having a rural migrant has no significant impact on the likelihood of receiving remittances, while column (2) indicates that having an urban migrant has a strong positive effect.
Households with at least one urban migrant can also expect to receive significantly larger amounts of remittances than other households. Columns (4)- (7) of Table 4 show the estimated determinants of the log of per capita remittances, adjusted by regional price differences. The findings are largely consistent with the logit estimates of columns (1)-(3). The statistically significant positive coefficient on the migration dummy (mstatus) in column (4) indicates that households with migrants are more likely to receive remittances than other households, but as before columns (5) and (6) show that this effect is due entirely to households with at least one urban migrant. Controlling for the potential selection bias in this equation-shown in column (7)-does not qualitatively change the findings, and the statistical insignificance of the ρ parameter suggests that selection is not a substantial problem for this equation.
Conclusions
This paper has relied on a recent questionnaire administered to a nationally representative sample of Ghanaian households to learn about the behavior of their migrant members. The findings must be qualified because the individuals currently away (current migrants) were never interviewed and everything learned about them was through recall of remaining household members, although information was also available from individuals who left and came back during the past five years (return migrants).
The paper"s results show that internal migration is determined by both pull and push factors and persons most likely to migrate are more educated individuals from communities with lower average levels of education (i.e., "the best of the worst"). Therefore, internal migration may widen spatial inequalities by lowering the concentration of more educated people of prime working age in the origin communities. On the other hand, any potential increase in spatial inequality due to internal migration can hardly be considered a worsening in inequality because it is an outcome of a welfaremaximizing decision by individuals and/or households.
Migration turns out to only be beneficial for a subset of Ghanaian households who send migrants to urban areas. Although the results stop short of establishing a direct causal relationship, they indicate that migrants from urban areas are more likely to send remittances and remit larger amounts, suggesting one channel which may explain the positive association between household welfare and migration to cities. Households who send migrants to rural areas also receive remittances, but it appears that in this case the remittance income is insufficient to compensate for the lost earnings of a migrant and household welfare decreases.
The differential impacts of migration to rural and urban areas may be due to qualitative differences between the two flows: for example, although two-thirds of all migrants move to urban areas, only 45 percent of all households with migrants have at least one urban migrant. This implies that when migrating to urban areas, larger number of family members move together (or follow each other) as opposed to migrants destined for rural areas.
17 Therefore, households with urban migrants are more likely to receive remittances because the combined earning ability of their migrants is greater. Furthermore, migrants destined for urban areas may have higher earning potential due to better initial conditions (at individual, household, and community levels), which further cements the inequality of outcomes with regards to the welfare impact of migration. Observations 3700 3700 3700 3700 3700 3700 3700 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Note:
Observations are weighted by sample weights and standard errors are clustered at the PSU level. Stratification at the region level is also taken into account in the estimates. Specifications (1)-(3) were estimated with a logit model. For specification (7), only the second stage estimates are shown; migration rate at the district level is the identifying variable in the first stage, and the table reports untransformed value of ρ although hypothesis testing was done on its inverse hyperbolic tangent (α tanh ρ). 
Figures
